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: € s £  retur
an Actugl angma@ual (MLR) query., John agreed to research all .ﬂ;e"gosslble’enetﬁlugg

o

3 “Problems with MLR Returns J'ohnbMileﬁam Abey | 8/25- 9/8/00 Not dlscussed CR33 lmplementat/on is stIII on target. Internal tra/mng
until classes have been scheduled.
10/13

8/18/00 — CR33 is to be implemented on 10/13. Agreed to leave this Action ltem open until the implementa-
tion is completed.

8/11/00 — SBC IT is targeting an implementation date in mid-October for CR33.

8/4/00 — The final Walkthrough and SBC approval for CR 33 are scheduled for today (8/4). Once approved,
SBC IT will provide an implementation date.

7/28/00 - No change in status from last comments (see 7/21 notes).

7/21/00 — A CR33 Prototype internal review/walkthrough has been scheduled for the week of 7/31. Once

approved by SBC Engineering, SBC IT will provide a development target date for the completed screen
updates.

7/14/100 - CR 33 is now being worked by SBC IT to create a prototype for internal review starting 7/26.

7/7/00 — SBC held internal walkthroughs of Change Request 33 on 6/29 and 7/5. SBC’s Information Tech-
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nology (IT) department will create a prototype of the revised Engineering screens to ensure usability and
facilitate data input accuracy. Once the prototype is approved, IT will submit development time estimates to

John Mileham. The group agreed that this Action Item should be left open untii an implementation date is
available.

6/30/00 - John noted that the short term solution (see below) will be addressed as part of SBC (internal)
Loop Qual Change Request (CR) #33 (currently being developed). A final walkthrough on this CR will take
place on 7/5. Once SBC Information Technologies has estimated the effort required to create the needed
software changes, a delivery date for this capability will be provided (and documented via the Accessible
Letter process). CR33 will also include certain “required” input fields for SBC Engineers when they are com-
pleting an MLR. This is aimed at increasing the accuracy of the MLR feedback to the CLECs.

6/23/00 — Long term, John is discussing this with SBC Information Technology. Based on their investigation,
he will create a Change Request to allow the submission of Supplemental or Corrective MLRs.

Mark Hajda reported that, from a short term perspective, an SBC internal meeting was held on 6/22 to de-
velop an interim solution. The proposal was to place coded values in the Taper Code field that would identify
the cause of address discrepancy errors. This could, potentially, be a quick solution and not require software
changes. The CLECs would still get “zero” MLRs and would need to re-submit a new MLR with the cor-
rected address information. This team (lead by Kim Hamm, SWBT LSC) is checking on the legal/regulatory
ramifications of making this change.

Opened 6/16/00 -- John Mileham will investigate the possibility of a design change to the Loop Qual system
to allow the submission of supplemental or corrective MLRs.

9 LASR Rejects Based on De-
sign (not Actual) Data

John Mileham

9/15/00

9/8/00 — Pertaining to the 8/4 status entry (below), Kim noted that she has no firm date
for Interim Procedures to be ready. CLECs may use the “as is” SPEC code with their
orders — while including special comments about specific conditioning needs in the
Remarks field. Kim will follow up with the LASR team on the 12/19 date.

8/25 & 9/1/00 —~ The LASR development remains on target for 12/19. It was agreed that this Action Item
could be abeyed until then and will not require further discussion.

8/18/00 — Tony Lioyd noted that the LASR release date is currently scheduled for 12/19/00.

8/11/00 — No update. Tony Lloyd will check with Kim Hamm and Roy Garcia.

8/4/00 — SBC’s LASR staff is considering this problem and may be able to scheduie a solution for a 12/00
release (this is not definite). In the mean time, Kim Hamm will follow up on how CLECs can re-submit re-
jected MLRs using Interim Procedures.

7/28/00 — No updates available.

7/21/00 — John discussed the possibility of a September LASR release to address the problem noted in the
6/30 status entry (below).
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7/14/00 —- Three SBC groups are meeting on this topic on 7/19. John will provide a readout on 7/21.

7/7/00 - John is following up with SBC IT concerning the feasibility of putting Loop Qual Actual returns into
uTDB.

Opened 6/30/00 — John explained that LASR first looks in the Universal Tracking Database (UTDB) to see if
MLR data is available. If not, it will issue a Loop Qual Design query. This can be a problem if the CLEC has
based an order on the results of an Actuals query (with data from LFACS). Itis quite possibie that a Design
query will result in a rejected order whereas the (more accurate) Actuals query would have lead to an ac-
cepted order. It is often the case that the Design and Actuals data do not match (since the Design data rep-
resents “worst case” data for the entire Distribution Area). John is discussing with the LASR team the possi-
bility of LASR's retrieving Actuals data and storing it in UTDB. This would be a significant change to overall
Loop Qual processing and will require a Change Request and time estimates from SBC’s IT department.

Initial Entry (first raised by Jo Gentry, IP Communications, 6/23/00): IP experienced another Loop Qual issue
yesterday with LASR reject for loops that did not match SBC "criteria™. They were rejected and had been

assessed on the design data not the displayed actual data. Obviously the actual data should have been
used.

IP 4504242
IP 4504514

We will continue to force these two PONSs through the LSC fo get these customers processed, but please
use these as an example of an issue that must be resoived

10 Data Gathered Through MLR
Process Which is NOT
11 Added to LFACS

15
Document Process on How
and | Bridged Taps Are Handled

17

Clarification Needed (for

Each SBC Region):

o LMU Field Contents

¢« LQInput Processes &
Output Resulits

¢ Differences in LQ Data
Between UNE and
PRONTO Environments

¢« Loop Qualin a PRONTO
Environment

John Mileham

9/15/00

9/8/00 - John believes that the AIT information will be completed (and the final docu-

ment ready for distribution) by 9/15. Ultimately, the document will be issued as an Ac-
cessible Letter.

9/1/00 — The Ameritech information for John's document is still coming in. At an SBC internal meeting in
Indianapolis during the week of 9/4 John plans to get the remainder of the AIT data to populate his matrix.

8/25/00 ~ John is continuing to gather information from Ameritech. This may require a re-design of his
document. However, the information for the SBC West, Southwest, and East regions has been distributed.
Feedback, so far, is that this has been a positive step toward clarifying what Loop Qual provides the CLECs.
At this time, John has no estimate of when the final document will be completed.

8/18/00 - John now has Ameritech System information and contacts. He believes that the Accessible Letter
(along with his updated document) may be issued as early as 8/25.

8/11/00 — The final version of this document is in progress.

8/4/00 — John's document was reviewed at the 8/4 meeting. No upgrades were requested. He will collect
the needed Ameritech data, complete the document, and have it issued to all CLECs via the Accessible
Letter process.

7/28/00 — Agreed to put an item on the 8/4 Agenda for a discussion of John's document by the group.
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e Status of Ameritech’s
Loop Qual Process

Pre-Qual Indicators

7/21/00 - John's preliminary document was released today to participants in this conference call. John has

request comments on the style, scope, and content of the document. The final document will be released via
an SBC Accessible Letter.

7/14/00 - John's document is complete for three SBC regions (West, Southwest, and East). He does not yet
have the information he needs for the SBC Midwest (Ameritech) region. The final document will be sent out

to ali CLECs as part of an Accessible Letter. John will try to include information on DLC Type in the docu-
ment.

7/7/00 —John is creating a comprehensive matrix showing fields returned on each type of Loop Qual query,
by region (showing regional discrepancies). This document will include data element definitions, data
sources, and a description of how the data was derived. It was agreed that this document will address the
issues in Action items 10, 11, 15, and 17. All these items will be grouped together under Action Item 10.

Action Item 10 Opened 6/30/00 — Opened as an Action ltem and assigned to John Mileham.

Initial Entry (first raised by Jo Gentry, IP Communications, 6/23/00). Identify what specific data is gathered
through the manual loop qualification but not added to LFACS database (e.g., type of pair gain; type of re-
peaters; whether aerial or buried plant) for future actual loop qual retrieval

Action item 11 Opened 6/30/00 — This item was addressed by Carol Chapman and Kim Hamm at the 6/29
Texas Commission meeting. John will make sure that their response is documented (for distribution to this
team).
Initial Entry (first raised by Jo Gentry, IP Communications, 6/23/00). CLEC's request documented processes
on how bridge tap removal is handled. For example:
- under 12K (26 Gauge Equivalent) with bridge tap over 2500 feet. SBC trims the bridge tap back to under
2500, does not remove total bridge tap
-under 12K (26GE) bridge taps that are within 500 to 1000 feet from the central office or end user premises,
SBC does not remove the bridge tap without charging the CLEC

Action Item 15 Opened 6/30/00 - New Action Item. John will consider inviting Pat Halbach to do a readout

on what CLECs can expect with the Ameritech Loop Qual implementation.

Initial Entry (first raised by Jo Gentry, IP Communications, 6/23/00). Provide clarification on the following:

*  Request illustrations by region of what each regions loop make up data looks like and all fields decoded
to what the information means or has relevance for (e.g., Ameritech has different fields not in
PB/SWBT)

¢  Vehicles to request loop qualification by region with examples of how to request and illustration of what
would be received, including timeframe to receive
- include proposed and or planned systems changes (i.e., Ameritech 6/30 system change)

- what systems format will the Ameritech 6/30 release be available in, e.g., GUI, EDI, fax

» s there a difference in the loop qualification data in today's UNE environment for ioops or line sharing
from what will be in the Pronto environment

. Provide an illustrative example of what loop qual will look like in a Pronto environment

o Status of Ameritech's e-mail loop qual process. Provide illustrative of what is provided today, thus we
will be able to compare to what is available after 6/30

- will e-mail process be permanently available?
- with e-mail process whether charges have been established?
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Action item 17 Opened 6/30/00 — New Action Item. John will document this,
Initial Entry (first raised by Jo Gentry, IP Communications, 6/23/00): What is the difference between PB's
RTZ, SWBT's pre-qual red yeliow green and what ?? from Ameritech?
13 Retention of MLR Informa- John Mileham Abey | 7/21— 9/8/00 - This Action ltem is delayed pending the release of John’s data ele-
tion until | ments document (see Action ltem 10).
com-
pletion 7/14/00 — John is still looking into what can be done for data not housed in LFACS.
of ,AC' 7/7/00 - Per John, the information is retained in UTDB for 90 days and may be viewed using Verigate. This
tion is the current practice in SWBT and PB/NB. Beginning 7/22, this same policy will become effective for
ltem 10 | SNET. John is identifying what data is/is not available in LFACS (see his document referenced in Action
ltem 10). Once all data elements have been identified, he'll look at what can be done about any Loop Qual
data which is not housed in LFACS.
Opened 6/30/00 — New Action ltem
Initial Entry (first raised by Jo Gentry, IP Communications, 6/23/00). How long is the manual loop qualifica-
tion information retained for viewing in its entirety? By Region, Where retained?, How viewed?
18 Yellow Zone Conditioning Tracey Hill 9/15/00 | 9/8/00 — No updates available.

Process

9/1/00 ~ The Yellow Zone Trial started on 8/28. There are no results to report as yet.

8/25/00 — The SBC Accessible Letter was mailed to the LQ/CLEC Forum group. It was agreed that, since
the trial is taking place in California, we would change the Lead for this Action to Tracey Hill. The trial is on
target to begin on Monday, 8/28.

8/18/00 — It was agreed that the SBC Accessible Letter (CLECC 00-198) describing the 60 day Yellow Zone
trial will be mailed to all participants in this Loop Qual CLEC Forum. Kim will provide a readout on the state
of the trial at subsequent mestings.

8/11/00 — Per Kim, a trial is being planned for the Pacific Bell area. An SBC Accessible Letter about this trial
will be released next week.

8/4/00 — Per Kim, there are no updates to be reported for this week.

initial Entry ~ Kim Hamm noted that this topic was discussed at the most recent Texas PUC meeting. The
SBC Engineers have stated that they cannot give an across the board interval for expediting conditioning.

.They cannoat, in general, do better than the established 10 day window. Special arrangements may be pos-

sible on a case-by-case basis. CLECs will be able to respond with a SUP order, populating the Expedite
field with a “Y" and entering the requested Due Date. Neil Saha (SBC, DSL Product Management) is work-
ing on improving DSL ordering (such as by using a Universal SPEC code). Neil's most recent meeting on
this topic was in Austin on 7/26. It is unknown when Neil expects to complete this work.

Kim agreed to read out to the group on Neil's progress. It was agreed that Action ltem 7 could now be
closed. A new Action Item (#18 — Universal SPEC Code/Scaleable DSL) will be opened for this topic. The
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Universal SPEC code would provide the capability for CLECs to authorize conditioning “as needed”. CLECs
are concerned that they may be charged for conditioning — whether the work is actually done or not. Ann
Lopez will forward any e-mails she has on earlier work which was done by CLEC/SBC subcommittees on
this subject. Neil Saha’s next mesting will be on 8/1. Kim requested that any thoughts from the group on a
Universal SPEC code be forwarded to her.
19 Identification of Remote Mark Hajda 9/15/00 | 9/8/00 — Per John, the Change Request was actually implemented on 9/1; however,

Switching Systems

Greg Johnston noted that Loop Qual information returned for the address which
started this Action Item (5360 College Bivd., Overland Park, KS 66211) still is incorrect
(showing asterisks in the RSS fields). John will investigate this and provide information
at the 9/15 meeting on which regions implemented this Change Request.

9/1/00 - Per John, the Change Request to correctly populate the RSS information was implemented on 8/31.

8/25/00 - The Change Request for identifying Remote Switching Systems (RSSs) has been submitted to
SBC IT. SBC West Region (PB/NB) is working on identifying the RSSs in their territory which have NPAT-
TAs in common with their hosts.

8/18/00 - Mark has reviewed all (roughly) 200 remotes in SWBT's 5-state territory. Those with their own
unique NPATTA are not at issue. However, those remote switches with NPATTAs which are the same as
their host switches will be identified and the information will be placed in SWBT's databases. !t is believed
that this is not as serious a problem in California (where the wire center areas are generally smailer than in
the 5-state area). The status of Ameritech's and SNET's territory is not yet known. SBC IT is working on the
Change Request to determine the correct field to use for this information.

8/11/00 — The SBC Change Request is being reviewed by SBC IT.

8/4/00 — An SBC team has been formed to resolve this problem. John has created a draft Change Request
which is now being reviewed by SBC Engineering. The solution will involve populating an indicator in the
Design and Actuals query returns with RSS information.

Initial Entry (moved from Item for Future Discussion #21 submitted by Greg Johnston on 6/30/00): Mark
reported that, for the wire center in question, there are two Remote Switching Systems (RSSs) that are fed,
by carrier or copper, from the same Central Office (CO). The RSSs carry the same NPANXX as the host
CO. There are two types of RSSs: Those that carry their own NPANXX (they “look like” a CO and it is as-
sumed that CLECs will know about their collocation capabilities), and those which carry the NPANXX of the
host CO. It is this latter type of RSS which has caused confusion. Since an RSS has no coliocation capa-
bilities, the DSL technology cannot work from them.

For the L.oop Qual Design or Actual query responses, SBC is looking at developing an indicator that would
tell the CLEC that the source of the loop is an RSS. On a Manual Loop Request, the RSS information
should be populated. In all cases, the presence of an RSS should drive the Loop Qual Overall Status (i.e.,
color) to Red. it was agreed to move this item to the Action ltem list.

7/21/00 - Greg will forward the detailed address information (requested at the 7/14 meeting).
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7/14/00 — Mark Hajda (SBC Engineering, SWBT) will look at the address on this item, but he will need spe-
cific information (such as the date the Loop Qual was done). Doug will send an e-mail to Greg Johnston
requesting this information.

The below address qualifies at 3kft and all qualification data shows green with a loop medium of C. The
problem we are having is that the order gets placed into jeopardy status and SWBT is saying that there is no
DSL. available in this area. The loop qualification needs to reflect this.

Address:

5360 College Bivd

| Overland Park, KS 66211
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21 | Scope of the

Dennis

Abey
RMT_TRML_AA_DATE Field | Schuessler further
in Loop Qual Query Re- discus-

Abeyed 9/1/00 — Dennis reported that the label 'changes ahd ‘Vérigate Users Guide
update will be done for the December Verigate release. It was agreed that we would
abey further discussion of this Action ltem until then.
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sponses sion
until 8/18 & 25/00 — No update provided.
12/00 8/11/00 — Per Dennis, the RMT_TRML_AA_DATE contains the scheduled date (a future approximation of
when the RT will be available for Pronto). The RMT_TRML_AA indicator is set to “Y” to indicate that the DA
(SAls) are Pronto-ready. It was suggested that the label of this indicator field should be changed in Verigate
to reflect this. It was noted that field labels in the SBC DSL Tracking Inquiry (DTI) database may also need
to be changed. Dennis will determine when the label changes can be done. The Verigate Users Guide will
also need to be updated.
8/4/00 — Does the RMT_TRML_AA_DATE reflect the date when the SAls (behind the RT) are also avail-
able? Since there may be several SAls behind an RT, the CLECs are concerned that the RMT_TRML_AA
indicator not be set to “Y” until customer addresses are actually ready to be served with DSL. How will SBC
account for the difference between the “ready for orders” date and the RT ready date (as shown in the
RMT_TRML_AA DATE field)?
22 Inaccurate Loop Quals Tracey Hill, John | 9/15/00 | 9/8/00 — John has discussed this problem with Engineers in Sacramento and San Di-
Mileham ego. They are researching the issue, but no results are available yet. Kim Hamm re-

ported (concerning the Richardson addresses) that a problem has been discovered
with the FTTC indicator in PREMIS. She is working this problem with Dennis
Schuessler. No due date for a fix has been established.

9/1/00 — Although Jim Milnor received a response from Tracey Hill, the inconsistent database results still are
not explained. Jim reported that the DTI (Web-based) system also shows inconsistencies. John Mileham
will ask the PLAN and OSP Engineers to look at this problem. The CLECs feit that it was understandable
when a specific address was associated with a database error, but they are more concerned when whole
geographic areas (e.g., the San Diego, California and Richardson, Texas areas) have discrepancies. Kim
Hamm reported that she had a list of addresses for Richardson which she'll respond to by 9/5 (to Rhythms).
It was mentioned that USWest has a Telcordia-provided system that shows detailed information for all work-
ing loops at an address. John stated that SBC is looking into a variety of different solutions to address the
CLECs' needs for loop information.

Based on this discussion, it was agreed that Item for Future Discussion 26 (Apollo Project — closed on 7/28)
would be opened as part of this Action item. The entries for this item were as follows:

Closed 7/28/00 - The Apolio Project (otherwise known as the Richardson [TX] Fiber to the Curb
project) involves roughly 30,000 customers served out of the Richardson Central Office in ZIP
Codes 75080, 75081, 75082, 75083, and 75085. Kim Hamm noted that the Verigate RMKT field
will contain “FTTC" on these addresses. CLECs should not be submitting orders for customers
with this indicator on their address. However, there may be business customers fed by copper
loops in this same area who should be viewed as potential candidates for DSL. These customers
will not have FTTC in the RMKT field. More information may be found in the Verigate User Guide,
pages 25, 26, and 31. It was agreed that this Item could be closed.

(tnitial Entry, 7/21/00] Please add to the agenda "Apollo Project”. This is the fiber to the curb pro-
ject. A loop qual does not show fiber to the curb. It does show fiber which usually means we need
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to order differently. Fiber to the curb "FTTC" is the only indicator and you have to look at the CSR.
How will this be fixed?

8/25/00 - Per John, SBC Engineering is still looking at this problem. No answer is available yet.

8/18/00 - John Mileham will follow up with the Engineering Planners, with Dennis Schuessler, and with Jim
Hathorn (SBC OSP GeoMapping). Jim Milnor reported that his technician showed that the MPOEs for each
address were the same.

8/11/00 - Initial Entry raised by Jo Gentry (IP Communications) on 7/7/00 with contributions from Jim Milnor
(Qwest Interprise). Jim Milnor noted that the loop (mentioned below) is still not installed. Jim will send a
technician to the site next week. Pacific Bell still claims that the two sites (108 Otto Circle and 114 Otto Cir-
cle, Sacramento) are served out of different central offices. This has raised concern about the accuracy of
data being returned by Verigate. It was agreed that an additional Action Item should be opened requesting
an SBC-wide policy on how SBC will work with CLECs to handle Exception Processing (e.g., cases con-
cerning unexplainable loop lengths). It was agreed that Action Item 22 will be assigned to Tracey Hill (SBC
LSC West) and the new Action ltem (#23) will be assigned to John Mileham.

8/4/00 — Tracey Hill (SBC, LSC West) is researching Jim's new examples (two addresses which are very
close together, geographically, but show a 14,000 foot difference in loop iength).

7/28/00 — Jo noted that her example (list below) is now “old news" and no longer needs to be addressed.
Jim Milnor will provide another example which shows two addresses (right next to each other) with very dif-
ferent ioop lengths. The group agreed to keep this ltem open for further discussion — using Jim's examples.

7/21/00 — Jo will forward the detailed address information (requested at the 7/14 meeting).

7/14/00 — Mark Hajda (SBC Engineering, SWBT) will look at the address on this item, but he will need spe-
cific information (such as the date the Loop Qual was done). Jo will provide Mark with a screen print of the
Verigate screen.

LOOP QUAL example. Please advise what caused the change in length.

Order 1P4504049 was received on 5/29 for
1109 Homestead Ave
Lubbock, TX 79416,

The actual loop qual shows a 26 gauge equivalent of 16.968kit with three load coils. The day after the due
date we received a jeopardy notification because there was bridge tap on the loop that was not indicated on
the original loop qual. When we questioned the LSC on the situation, Darlene Gaskill, Manager LSC, ex-
plained that she spoke with the engineer and the engineer told her there was bridge tap and he would have
to wait for an order to remove the BT. Darlene told us that they would have to wait for the manual loop qual
to be returned before they can process the order. Christy Lane, Senior Manager Support IPC, called
Darlene back and asked her to go ahead and accept the LSR without the return of the manual loop qual.
Darlene agreed. This morning the LSR was rejected because the manual loop qual showed that the loop
was now 19.867kit.
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23 SBC Policy on Exception
Handling

Tony Lloyd

9/15/00

9/8/00 — No updates available.

9/1/00 - No updates available. It was noted that the Pacific Bell Yellow Zone Trial (YZT) applies only to line
sharing (and not all) orders. CLECs will benefit from the YZT approach by being able to consistently give
their customers due dates which can be met.

8/25/00 — Tony feels that the basic need is for an SBC policy whereby CLECs can dispute SBC Loop Qual
returns. He believes such a policy may be connected to the results of the California Yellow Zone Trial.

8/18/00 — Jim Milnor stated that CLECs need to be able to re-evaluate loop length determinations made by
SBC and question those determinations which are clearly incorrect. Jim feels that an SBC “front door” for

this kind of request is needed. Tony Lloyd agreed to take this Action ltem. [We confirmed that this Action
Item will only address Loop Qual and xDSL loop lengths.]

8/11/00 - Initial Entry raised by Jo Gentry (IP Communications) on 7/7/00 with contributions from Jim Milnor
(Qwest Interprise): There is a need for an SBC-wide policy on how SBC will work with CLECs to handle
Exception Processing {(e.g., cases concerning unexplainable loop lengths).

26 Accurate Bridged Tap In-
formation on LFACS Actuals

John Mileham

9/15/00

9/8/00 — John believes that an update to the interface between SBC’s LFACS and
TIRKS system may be implemented within a few weeks. There are no plans to provide
a “‘mass” update to LFACS to include all Bridged Tap detail, but the detailed informa-
tion will be placed into LFACS going forward.

9/1/00 — John has assembled a team of SBC Subject Matter Experts who are looking at placing detailed
Bridged Tap information into LFACS in all regions. He'll continue to provide feedback on this sffort.

8/25/00 - LFACS is capable of holding the specific, detailed, Bridged Tap (BT) information; but this data
must be summarized for entry into TIRKS. John is assembling an SBC team to look at the LFACS/TIRKS
interface and arrange for the complete population of BT data in LFACS in all SBC regions. It was noted that
Gien Jones (SBC 13-state staff) believes TIRKS is already capable of doing the BT accumulation needed.
John will contact him.

8/18/00 — Initial Entry: John Mileham will research with the appropriate SBC groups what it would take to add
accurate Bridged Tap information to the LFACS Actuals return in Loop Qual.

28 Provide Positive Feedback
to CLECs Concerning MLR
Submission

John Mileham

9/15/00

9/8/00 — John noted that SBC’s Universal Tracking System does maintain a timestamp
indicating when an MLR request was received from a CLEC. He is in the process of
creating a Change Request to have that timestamp information e-mailed back to the

requesting CLECs (in a similar manner to SBC’s e-mailed response with the completed
MLR data).

9/1/00 - Dennis Schuessler noted that CLECs do receive an e-mailed confirmation when an MLR is submit-
ted. CLECs would like a place to look (e.g., a Web page) to see where their MLRs are in the process and
how big SBC's MLR processing background is in each region. John will continue to investigate this.

Jo Gentry provided the following e-mail information on 9/1:

LQ CLEC Action Item Log.doc
[Source: Peter Coelho, 925-823-5969]

Page 12 of 13
Originated: 06/21/00
Revised: 09/12/00




For Review 9/15/00

SBC Loop Qual CLEC Forum
List of Current Action Iltems

Item # Description

Lead/Team

Due
Date

Comments’

The screen shot below is what we get back from our Verigate request for
a manual loop qual. As you see from what Bryan Kelly has shared it is
not retained or marked with a date/time, thus we can not document the
length of time it took SBC to complete a manual query and return it to
us. This makes it difficult to escalate to the LSC that we have not re-
ceived our response in the committed interval for that jurisdiction.
This is an issue when we call SBC with the report of a late manual re-
sponse and they tell us "you did not request on XX and so don't call us
unless you can prove it is late". Please provide more detail on how we
can first gain a source for the duration from submit to receipt of the
manual query and secondly how SBC can take the escalation and provide a
commitment as to when the manual qual information will be received in-
stead of the finger pointing that is happening today.

Thanks

Jo Gentry

----- Original Message-----

From: Kelly, Bryan

Sent: Friday, September 01, 2000 11:31 AM

To: Gentry, Jo; 'Sharon Cole'; 'Christy Lane'
Cc: Siegel, Howard

Subject: RE: SBC LQ Overview

We get a response that says that a loop qual was sent, but it does not
give us a date and time and it's only temporary. Once you click on "OK"
that message is gone. I have nothing, either physically or electroni-
cally, that I can file that proves at what day and time I requested that
loop qual. Below is a screen shot of what we receive once we click on
the "Request Manual Loop Qual”® button.

8/25/00 - Initial Entry: John will investigate developing a Change Request which will provide the CLECs with

timestamp information (perhaps, via e-mait) giving them the date and time when SBC received a submitted
MLR.

30 Accessible Letter CLECC00-
221 (Escalation Process for
Overdue Manual Loop Re-
quests [Business Proc-
esses] — California)

John Mileham

<TBD>

Initial Entry -- 9/8/00: John will work with Tony Lloyd to see what can be done about
this new policy (so that the CLECs do not have to go to the California PUC to protest
it). John will also determine if SBC plans to issue similar Accessible Letters for the
SWBT and AIT regions.

31 Unexplained MLR Results

Peter Coelho

<TBD>

Initial Entry — 9/8/00: In a follow up from the 9/1 meeting, the group agreed to open a
new Action Item to research Jim Milnor's question on the unexplained results (Design,
Actual, and MLR) for 2605 Camino Del Rio South, #240, San Diego, CA 92108 [query
results published in the 9/1 meeting minutes].

LQ CLEC Action ltem Log.doc
[Source: Peter Coelho, 925-823-5969]
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From: Al opez@rhythms.net

Sent: Monday, July 17, 2000 5:32 PM

To: HAMM, KIMBERLY S (SWBT); slaplant@rhythms.net
Subject:  Urgent- Apollo Project

Kim,
We just had an order(ACI12000111918) rejected due to the Apollo Project. What is the Apollo
Project and how does this effect our orders? Please respond by Close of Business July 18, 2000.

Thank you,

Ann

Ann M. Lopez

RHYTHMS LINKS - Regulatory Affairs and Deployment 2680 Bishop Dr. Suite 124, San Ramon

CA, 94583 925.202.7975 (cell)
925.244.0165 (office)




Wednesday, August 2, 2000 FW: Apollo Project Page: 1

Subject: FW: Apollo Project
Date: Wed, 19 Jul 2000 11:26:05 -0600
From: ALopez@rhythms.net
To: anitatr@earthlink.net, csolis@rhythms.net, cbrown@rhythms.net, Kristin@technologylaw.com,
mkersh@rhythms.net, fjewett@rhythms.net, steve@technologylaw.com

FYTI
Fiber to the curb

Ann M. Lopez

RHYTHMS LINKS - Regulatory Affairs and Deployment
2680 Bishop Dr. Suite 124, San Ramon CA, 94583
925.202.7975 (cell)

925.244.0165 (office)

————— Original Message-----

From: LaPlant, Shelly

Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2000 2:09 PM
To: Lopez, Ann

Subject: FW: Apollo Project
Importance: High

Just wanted to let you know, I did leave a voice mail for Alisha on 7/11 asking
about this Apollo Project. I didn't get a response, so she was contacted
directly.

From: HARLAN, ALISHA (SWBT) [mailto:aw2488@txmail.shc.com)
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2000 2:38 PM

To: alopez@rhythms.net; slaplant@rhythms.net

Cc: HAMM, KIMBERLY S (SWBT); KUNKEL, JERAMY J (SWBT)
Subject: Apollo Project

Importance: High

Ann,
I am responding to your e-mail and Shelly's voicemail regarding the Apollo
Project on behalf of Kim Hamm.

According to our Product Management department, NO stand-alone unbundled
loops are available over the FTTC (fiber to the curb) condiguration.

In the future, please feel free to contact me directly with qQuestions or
issue you are having.

<<Apollo Project.doc>>

Alisha Harlan

Area Manager - LSC

DSL Customer Care

Wk: 817-212-0385

Pg: 877-428-8250

Interactive Pgr: alharlan@gomail.net

Name: Apollo Project.doc

Apgllg Project.doc Type: Microsoft Word Document (application/msword)
Encoding: base64

mailbox:/Kristin%275%20P B%20HD/System%20F older/Preferences/
Netscape%20Users/Kristin%20Smith/Mail/inbox?id=







Waednaaday, October 11, 2000 DSL Usars Sue Over Siownass Page: 2

@BUS[NESS See also:
Sponsored by Compag,

Today’s Headlines Mind your own Business news

3:35 p.m. Oct. 11. 2000 FOT Everybody’s got issues in Politics

How Low W¥ill Net Stocks Go?

Markets Take Another Perplexed, he called a Southwestem Bell representative for an explanation. McLaughlin said that, to his astonishment, the rep said Southwestern Bell had

Drubbing an intemal policy limiting data rates for email and newsgroup access to a maximum of 128kps.

its Betl Now McLaughlin, president of Houston-based Net services company Net Help Solutions, is suing Southwestem Bell and its parent company, SBC

Forecast communications, joining a group of other Houston area DSL subscribers who claim that the phone giant knowingly made false promises about its DSL

service.
K ~Ti s

Deal "What they're doing today is limiting connection speeds in areas where people are less likely to notice,” said Geoffrey Berg, an attormey for Houston-based
Berg & Androphy, the law firm representing McLaughlin and his co-plaintiffs.

Motorola Lowers Expectations

The suit alleges that Southwestern Bell, along with Pacific Bell and the other regional Bell subsidiaries of SBC Communications, limits connection speeds so
-40- ; that it can sell more DSL subscriptions — the growth of which it's betting billions of doftars on - than its network would otherwise support.

IAALL i “This aliows the defendants to effectively re-sell bandwidth that they are supposed to be providing to existing customers,” Berg said. "it's like they're trying
Coming to avoid the situation AOL got into a few years ago when its demand far outstripped its supply.”

Innocent Pleain Emulex Case  SBC acknowledged that it limits newsgroup access speed to 128Kps, but denied that it does so in an attempt o free up bandwidth.

Stocks Hard Hit by “Maximizing newsgroup speed does not free bandwidth that would allow us to sign up other DSL customers, but it does heip to balance the load on the
Downgrades Internet news servers operated by SBC's Intemet Access companies,” an SBC official wrote in an email statement.

Lucent Cuts Growth Outiook  The company said it limits newsgroup speed "in order o provide a more refiable service to customers using the newsgroups.”
Visa, MC Decision Expecled It noted that only about 1 percent of its customers use the newsgroup, mostly to trade large files. it denied that it limits email access speed.
s i £ The company declined further comment pending a review of the complaint, filed in Nueces County, Texas.

Stocks Lower in Light Trading  The complaint doesn't stop at accusations of speed tampering.

Eear of 3 Pay-Per-Uige World SBC chames DSL subscribers $200 if they cancel their service. That fee, coupled with SBC's control over competing DSL providers' access to its
ialty holds the subscribers hostage to a service that delivers less than promised, the suit ehames

P .

Bezos Dreams of g Web
Christmas “Defendants charge a $200 penalty and then force plaintiffs to wait for over a week (usually as long as three) before telephone lines (which are entirely
under the defendants’ control) are swilched over to the new ISP, the complaint reads. “The defendants use their aimost total control over telephone and
Qualcomm Stifl on China's DSL fines to make use of other ISPs inconvenient and, where SBC service has already been provided, unreasonably expensive.”
The suit is the second DSL-related legal complaint levied against SBC in a week.
Connecling Your Car to the
Wweb Last Friday, a Califonia man filed suit against SBC and its subsidiary Pacific Bell in U.S. District Court in San Francisco, alleging that Pacific Bell uses its
control over the telephone network to bully rival DSL providers and push up prices industry-wide.
Air Let Qui of IPQ Balioon
More Woes for Tech Stocks R
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ORIGINAL

Telecommunications, Inc.

[ = Marian Dy
EX P ARTE OR LAT‘- FILED Vige Prcsid:r:t-cheral Regulatory 1401 | Street, N.W.

50

Suite 1100

Washington, D.C. 20005
Phone 202 326-8835
Fax 202 408-4805

May 25, 2000

NOTICE OF EX PARTE PRESENTATION

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas ey, g 9 200p
Secretary %"my.w

Federal Communications Commission ¥ e 55%%
445 Twelfth Street, S W., TW-A325

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Inthe Matter of Applications for Consent to the Transfer of Control of
Licenses and Section 214 Authorizations from Ameritech Corporation,
Transferor, to SBC Communications Inc., Transferee.

CC Dkt No. 98-141

Dear Ms. Salas:

Please be advised that the following individuals from SBC Communications met via
conference call on May 24, 2000 with Anthony J. Dale of the Common Carrier Bureau to
answer questions in association with a series of ex partes regarding SBC’s request on the
ownership of combination ADLU cards and Optical Concentration Devices (OCDs) as
raised in SBC’s February 15, 2000 letter to Mr. Larry Strickling. In addition to the
undersigned, participating for SBC were Wayne Masters, Joe Cosgrove, James Keown,
Deborah Stimpfel, Marsha Fischer, George Kubis, Michael Turner, Gary Fleming, John
Luby, Donovan Dillon, Rod Cruz, Chris Boyer, and Paul Mancini. Also participating on
behalf of SBC was Austin Schlick of Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd, and Evans.

The discussion centered on the various conditions proposed in separate ex partes by
NorthPoint, the DATA coalition, CompTel, Jato, and CapRock, including clarifications
of technical, operational, policy, and financial issues associated with such proposals.
SBC also agreed to supply the attached matrix of vendor availability of new products.

In accordance with the Commission’s rules, an original and one copy of this notification
are submitted herewith.

Sincerely,

iz
No. of Copiee wod O+ |

CC: Mr. Dale List ABCDE




ADSL (DMT)
G.lite

IDSL **
VoDSL (ATM)
VDSL

SDSL

HDSL-2 (TDM)
HDSL-2 (ATM)
PVC

SvC

G.SHDSL

DSL SERVICES

ALCATEL

Now
Planned Future Availability
Now (use ISDN BRI Card)
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Now
Planned Future Availability

Planned Future Availability

AFC UMC-1000

Now

Now

Now (use ISDN card)
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Now
Planned Future Availability

Planned Future Availability

NOTE: VDSL, HDSL-2, SDSL, G.SHDSL are various names for similar service.

Actual customer requirements must be identified to determine which type of technology is applicable.

Lucent Anymedia

Now
Now
Now
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Planned Future Availability
Now
Planned Future Availability

Planned Future Availability

Marconi DISC*S

Future Availability
Future Availability
Now

Future Availability
Future Availability

Future Availability

Future Availability
Future Availability

N/A

** NOT a DSL service - Transmission path using ISDN BRI (2B1Q) between the RT and COT. Requires additional equipment (CLEC gateway ) to convert and
concentrate for access to the ATM Network,

5/25/00



I~



PRONTO CLEC FRIENDLY USER TRIAL -
ACTION LOG

1 o ' O - 8/1/00
Request for CLEC-owned ADLU card in SBC RT  [Not part of current Broadband Service; T - 8/30/00
Chris Boyer Trial Scope |Configuration outside scope of Trial C - 8/30/00
P Trial expected to complete prior to OCD/OSS|0 - 7/27/00
deployment efforts. Ameritech Region not  |T- 8/10/00
Chris Boyer Trial Scope |Request for conducting Trial in Ameritech Region _|included in this Trial C - 8/10/00
3 _ O - 8/14/00
Refer to PRONTO/CLEC Coilaborative T-
CPE Modem vendor certification with Alcatel Issues Log ltem 7.0 C - 9/7/00
4 _ i ) ) O - 8/24/00
VPI/VCI Ranges for CLIF. CLECs inputting single |BOP GUI being updated 9/6 to accept T - 9/6/00
Matthew Wallace BOP number as range. ranges. Documentation corrected 9/5/00 C - 9/7/00
5 O - 8/25/00
SNET's ASR does not have their UNE field SNET region will not offer the UNE product {T - 9/5/00
Chris Boyer ASR available therefore this field is not necessary C - 9/19/00
6 , O - 8/31/00
Documentation corrected 9/5/00 to reflect |1 . 9/6/00
Matthew Wallace  |ASR OCD Connection Type - UNI or NNI UNI BOP GUI corrected 9/6. C - 9/7/00
7 , 0 - 8/31/00
Documentation corrected 9/5/00 to relfect  |T. 9/6/00
Chris Boyer ASR Incorrect NC Code for Broadband OCD-OC3 OB-R C - 9/7/00
3 Value will defaultto 0.  BOP System User [0 - 8/30/00
Chris Boyer Dennis BOP Document example, page 11, DN Min Noise |Guide Version 1.0.0 available on WEB T - 9/22/00
Schuessler BOP should show the default values of 13 instead of 15 {9/22/00 C - 9/22/00
9 O - 8/30/00
Chris Boyer Dennis BOP Document example, page 11, shows same |BOP System User Guide Version 1.0.0 T- 9/22/00
Schuessler BOP value in UP and DN MIN & MAX Rate available on WEB 9/1/00 C - 9/22/00
10 BOP System User Guide Version 1.0.0 O - 8/30/00
available on WEB 9/1/00. Clarification T - 9/22/00
Chris Boyer Dennis BOP Document example, page 11, shows DN MAXjincluded in V3.0 Ordering Guidelines C - 9/22/00
Schuessler BOP Rate and DN MIN Rate as 8128 rate distributed 9/6/00
O - 8/25/00
11|Chris Boyer ASR EXACT Tables not updated for DSL Product Escalated 9/5/00 Corrected for SNET 9/7/00 ¢ : 9/8/00
0 -9/1/00
CLECs submitting CLIF forms via fax rather than T - 9/7/00
12|CLECs BOP/CLIF |using BOP C - 9/19/00
10/11/00

Trial Issues Log 10-4.xls
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PRONTO CLEC FRIENDLY USER TRIAL -
ACTION LOG

Trial Issues Log 10-4.xls

9/18 SNET addresses available w/out DA -? - gl,lff,/,%?,
Jim Hathorn DTl Tool _|Information available for AIT and SNET Regions _|info. 9/24/00 AIT addresses available. C-
TUF/SORD r(l? . 91/3,/3%0
Wholesale Team  |SNET TUF Translations Tables not updated LSC needs to perform manual work-arounds ¢ . 10/3/0¢
There is a 5 day Facilities Check step in the ASR O - 9/8/00
Service Flow which CLECs with CESAR/EXACT T-
access experience . CLECs w/o CESAR/EXACT C-
Chris Boyer ASR are handled manually and this delay is bypassed. |Process is currently under revision.
0 -9/12/00
After investigation, learned this problem was |T - 9/13/00
specific rather than universal. One entryis |C-
tfo be corrected. Found subsequent AECNs
Have an example of not all REGIONAL AECNs missing across some CLECs/Regions. Need
Dennis Schuessler |BOP/CLIF |being populated for Step 4; DSL.net in SNET Long-term Solution.
0 -9/19/00
1) When field changed in 1 profile, changes it|T -
in both; 2) deleting 1 profile deletes both; 3) [cC.
Problems when attempting to edit existing CLIF entering 2 different profiles not allowing 2
Dennis Schuessler |BOP/CLIF }information different CLLI designations
. . O - 9/19/00
Can CLECs with a mechanized process use the T - 9/19/00
Chris Boyer General manual Telco process for placing orders? Referred to the Collaborative Sessions C - 9/19/00
O - 9/19/00
No decision has been made yet; current end |T -
Various concerns regarding the Trial Duration have{dates are 10-20 for the Operations portion in | -
Chris Boyer General been expressed SWB and SNET; 10-27 in PB/NB
BOP is NOT checking for duplicate PON's keep PONs unique for now and we will 0 -9/19/00
therefore creating problems if CLECs make more |pursue adding a check for duplicate PONs in [T -
Dennis Schuessler |BOP/CLIF [than one entry with the same PON BOP. C-
O - 9/20/00
Common Language group that determines |1 . 9/27/00
the NC/NCI Codes for the Common Carrier |C -
Guide with Telcordia made a change the
fatal error - SECNCI Required, NC CODE week of 9-11 in the NC/NCI Codes in order
CONFLICTS WITH PIU VALUE OF 000, and to be consistent the Telcordia's
BAN/ACNA/CC COMBINATION FOR WRONG recommendation and industry standards.
1|Chris Boyer ASR BUSINESS TYPE. SORD Tables updated 9-25.
10/11/00




PRONTO CLEC FRIENDLY USER TRIAL -
ACTION LOG

clarification on the BOP data entry field "RT-GOS" ?- 99{1296/?(?0

22{Chris Boyer BOP/CLIF |which is:a hard coded value setto '1' Referred to the Collaborative Sessions C - 9-26-00
Profiles are unique to a particular AECN 0 - 9/21/00
which is specific to a CLIF/PON for a specific|T -

23 BOP/CLIF |Do | need a profile for each CLIF/PON? regulatory jurisdiction. C - 9/25/00
The "Threshold" Feature of BOP is also |0 - 9/21/00
related to an particular AECN. Our SOLID |T.
application tracks end users being connected| - 9/25/00
to your OCD "pipe" and when the
"Threshold" for any particular OCD (based
on your Circuit 1.D.) is reached, an e-mail
notification is sent to the address you

Do | need to complete threshold data entry for specify. One set of Threshold settings per

24 CLIF these CLIFs to be processed and for each CLIF? |AECN.

Our Network Operations Center Techs will  [0O - 9/21/00
retrieve the CLIF info from SOLID to set-up |T-
BOP/CLIF/A|How is the ASR associated with the BOP/CLIF the logical port parameters in our OCD for  |C - 9/25/00

25 SR data? your connection. ONE CLIF per ASR
AECN relates to an "entity” authorized to 0O - 9/21/00
operate in some regulatory jurisdiction. The |T-

DSL service C - 9/25/00
Profiles are associated with a unique AECN.
Can | use the same AECN in BOP for a wire center|AECN should be provided by your Account

26 BOP/CLIF [in CA? Manager.

0 - 9-18-00
What is the disconnect process at the end of the T - 10-5-00

27 General Trial? C-
Service Reps are notifying CLECs that 0 -9-21-00
orders cannot be processed until the CLIF is |T - 10-5-00

28 General ASRs are being submitted without CLIF Forms submitted. C-

Down Min Rate highest possible sefting changed 0-9-2200
from 640Kb the week of 9/18; then showed 384K T-
29|Chris Boyer BOP on 9/22 : C-

10/11/00

Trial Issues Log 10-4.xls
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PRONTO CLEC FRIENDLY USER TRIAL -
ACTION LOG

This is a change from OB-R that was made
by the Common Carrier group this past 0 -9-25-00
week. This is the code that should be T - 9-25-00
30{Chris Boyer ASR OC3 NC code now changed from OB-R to OB-P  |reflected in the Common Carrier Guide. C - 9-25-00
0 -10-2-00
Data Only [Manual processing require ACTL field to reflect RT T - 10-5-00
31|Chris Boyer LSR CLLI rather than collocation CLLI C-
0-10-2-00
Examples of LSR VPI/VCI valid entries need to be T - 10-5-00
32|Chris Boyer LSR revised. Trial CLECs to be informed 10/2/00 PM. C-
If DA shows active in DTI for a specific address, O - 9-28-00
then why is PreQual rejecting it when LSR T-
33|AC Smyth LSR submitted for 4 business days. Problems with LFACS Data C - 10-3-00
System maintenance will render BOP unusable 10- 8 - 91(:)2_%_%%
34|General BOP 7 and 10-8 C-
10/11/00
Trial Issues Log 10-4.xls 40f4




I, Stanley M. Bryant, do hereby certify that on this 12" day of October, 2000, that I have
served a copy of the foregoing document via * messenger and U.S. Mail, postage pre-

paid, to the following:

*Chairman William E. Kennard
Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 8B-201
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Harold Furchtgott-Roth
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8A-302
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Michael Powell
Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 8A-204
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Rebecca Begnon, Legal Advisor

Office of Commissioner Furchtgott-Roth
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8A-302
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Kyle Dixon, Legal Advisor

Office of Commissioner Powell
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8A-204
Washington, D.C. 20554

Stanley,

ryant

*Commissioner Susan Ness

Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 8B-115
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Gloria Tristani
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8C-302
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Anna Gomez, Legal Advisor

Office of Chairman Kennard

Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 8B-201
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Deena Shetler, Legal Advisor

Office of Commissioner Tristani
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8C-302
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Jordan Goldstein, Legal Advisor
Office of Commissioner Ness

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 8B-115
Washington, D.C. 20554



*Janice M. Myles

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-327
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Carol Mattey

Deputy Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 5C-451
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Jake Jennings

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-260
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Kathy Farroba

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5B-125
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Staci Pies

Network Services Division

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 6A-326
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Margaret Egler

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-100
Washington, D.C. 20554

*[TS
1231 20" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

*Dorothy Attwood

Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-450
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Johanna Mikes

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-163
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Michelle Carey

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 5C-122
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Doug Sicker

Accounting Safeguards Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 7A-325
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Jessica Rosenworcel

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., Room 5C-221
Washington, D.C. 20554

*William Dever

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12 Street, S.W., Room 5C-266
Washington, D.C. 20554



